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Contexts of risk for and protection from exposure to violence were identified and the
relation of exposure to violence to delinquent behaviors and symptoms of trauma was
examined. Using the Experience Sampling Method (ESM), the immediate daily expe-
rience of risky and protective contexts was examined. One hundred sixty-seven Afri-
can American 6th-, 7th-, and 8th-grade children from urban neighborhoods carried
watches and booklets for I week. Structural equation modeling supported the hypoth-
eses that more time in risky contexts and less time in protective contexts was related to
more exposure to violence. Exposure to violence partially mediated the relation of
time in protective and risky contexts to delinquent behaviors, assessed with the Juve-
nile Delinquency Scale and the Child Behavior Checklist, and distress levels, as-
sessed by a posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD) score.

Exposure to community violence continues to be a
common aspect of life in the inner-cities for many
youth. Evidence abounds as to the negative psycholog-
ical and behavioral effects of trauma associated with
exposure to community violence (Trickett & Schel-
lenbach, 1998). At the entrance to adolescence, many
children face the risks associated with greater exposure
to violence (Hom & Trickett, 1998), and many chil-
dren experience more unstmctured, unsupervised time,
time that has been called "street time" or "wandering"
(Stoolmiller, 1994) and that we call time in risky con-
texts. Additionally, as they move into adolescence.
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many children experience less time in protective con-
texts, such as time with family and time in structured
activities. Although much is known about the conse-
quences of exposure to community violence, much less
is known about what places adolescents at greater or
lesser risk for exposure to community violence (Weist,
Acosta, & Youngstrom, 2001). In this study, contexts
of risk for—as well as contexts that might provide pro-
tection from—exposure to violence were examined. In
addition, the effects of exposure to violence on delin-
quent behaviors and on symptoms of trauma were
studied. No research to date has examined these vari-
ables in relation to exposure to violence or with a time
sampling technique, an ecologically valid approach to
studying contexts important to adolescents' lives (Lar-
son, 1989; Larson & Verma, 1999).

The focus of this article is on two types of contexts.
The first is a set of contexts that may enhance the likeli-
hood of exposure to violence as well as behavioral and
emotional difficulties and has been labeled risk or vul-
nerability (Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000). This set
of contexts is based on the findings that unmonitored.
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unstructured, and peer time have been related to prob-
lem behaviors (e.g., Pettit, Bates, Dodge, & Meece,
1999). The second is a set of contexts that may reduce
the likelihood of exposure to violence as well as behav-
ioral and emotional difficulties and has been labeled
protective (Luthar et al, 2000). These contexts are con-
sidered protective based on the fact that family time is
viewed as an extremely valued aspect of African
American life (Jarrett, 1999) and stmctured time has
been linked with better well-being and positive social-
ization (Larson, 2000; Mahoney, 2000). The notion of
risk is addressed first.

An important risk factor for exposure to community
violence may be unstructured and unmonitored free
time and time with peers, or what we call "risky time."
American adolescents have large amounts of free time
compared to youth in other countries (Fuligini &
Stevenson, 1995; Larson & Verma, 1999), and low-in-
come urban communities often do not have the re-
sources to provide access to organized sports, lessons,
and clubs; thus urban youth are left with relatively
large amounts of unstmctured free time (Camegie
Council on Adolescence, 1992). Early adolescence is a
period when unstmctured and unmonitored time ex-
pands. Studies of White youth show increases across
this age period in amount of time spent apart from the
family (Larson & Richards, 1991), amount of time
spent with peers (Richards, Crowe, Larson, & Swarr,
1998), and decreases in the rate of parental monitoring
(Patterson & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1984). Violence of-
ten occurs during idle time when youth are unsuper-
vised (Stiffman, Dore, & Cunningham, 1996).

Little research has examined the relation of time
spent in risky contexts and exposure to violence. Re-
search, however, does substantiate that unsupervised
free time and time with peers is related to participation
in antisocial behavior, principally among older youth;
thus, we extrapolated from the data on delinquency and
antisocial behavior to generate our hypotheses. Rates
of delinquency among older and middle adolescents
are correlated with more time with friends (Agnew &
Peterson, 1989; Felson, 1994). Similarly, the number
of police contacts and the delinquent life-style among
4th-, 7th-, and lOth-grade children are found to be in-
versely correlated with rates of parental monitoring
(Patterson & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1984). Evidence in-
dicates that these types of risky time are longitudinally
related to increases in delinquency (Osgood, Wilson,
O'Malley, Bachman, & Johnston, 1996). Our study al-
lows us to evaluate these types of relations for exposure
to violence among young adolescents, relations that
may be quite similar to those for participation in vio-
lence among older youth. Exposure to violence may
partially mediate the relation of time in risky contexts
to participation in delinquency.

Just as time in some contexts may increase the like-
lihood of exposure to violence, time in other contexts

might be expected to reduce it. Time spent with family
and in structured activities constitutes two arenas of
study with documented positive effects (Jarrett, 1995;
Mahoney, 2000); they will be examined as protective
contexts. Similar to the situation with risky contexts,
no data exist that have examined the relation of time in
protective contexts and exposure to violence. Even less
research exists on protective time and delinquency than
that on risky time and delinquency. The longitudinal
study of Osgood et al. (1996) found that many forms of
free time did not have a longitudinal relation with crim-
inal behavior for 18- to 26-year-olds. It is commonly
argued that adult-organized activities that add structure
and monitoring to adolescents' free time will diminish
risk (Camegie Council on Adolescence, 1992). Yet
findings are sparse. Cross-sectional studies indicate
that participation in stmctured activities is inversely re-
lated to delinquent activity (e.g., Agnew & Peterson,
1989) and positively related to self-esteem, lower de-
pression, and other indexes of young adolescent posi-
tive adjustment (Larson, Raffaelli, Richards, Ham, &
Jewell, 1990; Yarworth & Gauthier, 1978). Available
studies of after-school programs demonstrate benefits
especially for low-income children, children in urban
or high-crime neighborhoods, young children, and
boys (Vandell & Shumow, 1999). Thus, we expected
that time spent in stmctured activities would be related
to lower exposure to violence.

In addition to time in stmctured activities, time
spent with family has been found to relate to positive
adjustment during adolescence, yet little quantitative
research has examined the influence of family on expo-
sure to community violence. Research demonstrates
time with family appears to protect youth from experi-
ences that place them at.risk for problems (Flannery,
Williams, & Vazsonyi, 1999; Galambos & Maggs,
1991). Time with extended family appears to play a
particularly important role in the lives of inner-city Af-
rican American children and adolescents (Jarrett,
1995; Larson, Richards, Sims, & Dworkin, 2001).
Robin Jarrett (1999) bas written extensively about how
parents in inner-city neighborhoods develop strategies
to promote the healthy development of their children,
including the use of stringent monitoring, extended
family, and chaperoning of younger siblings. Family
engagement includes supervision of the time, space,
and friendships of adolescents (Crouter, MacDermid,
McHale, & Perry-Jenkins, 1990; Jarrett, 1995). By ex-
trapolating from this work, we expected that time with
family would protect young adolescents from another
kind of problem, exposure to community violence.

Several studies indicate that exposure to violence
during childhood and early adolescence contributes
to the perpetuation of violence and delinquency
(Gorman-Smith & Tolan, 1998; Prothrow-Stith &
Weissman, 1991), as well as to posttraumatic stress
disorder (PTSD) and other adjustment difficulties
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(Cooley-Quille, Boyd, Frantz, & Walsh, 2001; Kliewer,
Lepore, Oskin, & Johnson, 1998). Longitudinal studies
have found witnessing community violence, as well as
an interaction of witnessing and family environment,
predicts greater antisocial behavior in urban 6- to
10-year-old boys (Miller, Wasserman, Neugebauer,
Gorman-Smith, & Kamboukos, 1999) and behavioral
difficulties in young adolescent girls (Farrell & Bmce,
1997). The symptoms of PTSD displayed by vio-
lence-exposed children appear to be the same as those
displayed by children with PTSD following other trau-
matic events (Osofsky, Wewers, Hann, & Fick, 1993).
Children and adolescents who were witnesses to vio-
lence frequently display symptoms of PTSD and dis-
tress at similar intensities as those who were victimized
(Martinez & Richters, 1993).

Therefore, using the previous research as the basis,
this study investigated those contexts that served as
risk for or protection from exposure to violence. In this
study, risky time was examined as time spent in un-
stmctured environments, in unmonitored environ-
ments, and with peers, whereas protective time was ex-
amined as time spent with the family and time in
stmctured activities. The specific hypotheses were as
follows: It was expected that (a) as time in risky con-
texts increases and time in protective contexts de-
creases, the likelihood of exposure to violence is in-
creased; (b) more time in risky contexts and less time
in protective contexts will be related to more delin-
quent behaviors and symptoms of PTSD; (c) exposure
to violence will be related to delinquent behaviors and
symptoms of PTSD; and (d) exposure to violence will
mediate the relation of risky and protective contexts to
delinquent behaviors and symptoms of PTSD.

Method

Sample

ESM data were collected from 167 sixth- through
eighth-grade (mean age = 12.46 years) African Ameri-
cans living in eight different Chicago neighborhoods
ranging in socioeconomic status from dense poverty to
middle-working class. The eight K-8 Chicago elemen-
tary schools were selected to represent the economic
range of public schools serving African American
neighborhoods in Chicago. The median family income
in these schools, as reported by parents, ranged from
$12,852 to $37,892. Three schools were located in
poor neighborhoods, three in working-class neigh-
borhoods, one in a working- to middle-class neighbor-
hood, and one was a magnet school that served
children primarily from working- to middle-class
neighborhoods. The student composition ranged from
100% to 88% African American, and the average
sixth-grade class size ranged from 23 to 45 students

(Chicago Panel on School Policy, 1995). Most of the
parents (63%) had graduated from high school and
17% had college degrees. Forty-five percent ofthe stu-
dents lived with their mothers (or mother and other
adult relatives), 33% lived with two parents (in 12% of
cases this included a stepparent), 5% lived with their
fathers, and the remaining 17% lived with grandpar-
ents or in other arrangements. Household sizes ranged
from2tol4(M=5.2,5D = 2).

A sample stratified by grade and gender was ob-
tained. In each school, the study was first described to
the students and they were given permission forms to
take home to parents or guardians. Consent was ob-
tained from an average of 39% of the parents (range
from 14% to 64% across schools). This overall consent
rate is consistent with other research involving youth
from similar demographic backgrounds (e.g., Allison
et al., 1999; Cooley-Quille & Lorion, 1999). From
those who retumed signed permission forms, an aver-
age of 49% was both randomly selected and selected to
complete the stratification by grade and gender. From
this sample, 70% of students had complete data, 29%
had some missing data (e.g., missing parent question-
naires), and 1% dropped out ofthe study. A final sam-
ple was obtained with approximately equal numbers of
students across the sixth through eighth grades and a
slightly higher percentage of girls (54%).

A brief anonymous survey of the entire population
of the sixth through eighth grades was completed in
four of the eight schools. Ease of accessibility guided
the selection of the specific four schools. Limited re-
sources prevented the sampling of students in all ofthe
schools. Results of the anonymous survey indicated
that participants in the study in these schools closely
resembled the school populations on most dimensions.
Those who participated in the study did not differ sig-
nificantly from otber students in their school in their
symptoms of depression based on a shortened version
ofthe Children's Depression Inventory (Kovacs, 1985).
Participants in the study were somewhat less likely
than others to live with their mothers (77% vs. 86%).
Although their parents were just as likely to be em-
ployed as those of other students, their mothers had
somewhat more prestigious jobs, as rated on Entwisle
and Astone's (1994) socioeconomic index.

Procedures

The Experience Sampling Method (ESM) was used
to obtain data on the hour-to-hour subjective and ob-
jective experience of the participants. Participants car-
ried programmable watches and small booklets for 1
week and provided self-reports on what they were do-
ing, who they were with, where they were, as well as
what they were thinking and feeling every time they re-
ceived a random signal. Signals occurred at a random
time once every 2 hr during the day between 7:30 a.m.
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and 9:30 p.m. To be included in the final sample, a
child had to have provided self-reports for at least 15
signals and responded to at least 50% ofthe signals that
they were eligible to receive between their first and last
completed report. Data from 20 participants were re-
moved as a result of failing to meet these criteria. The
median response rate to the ESM signals was 79% or
33 signals per person, with girls responding to an aver-
age of 81 % of the signals and boys responding to an av-
erage of 78% of the signals. When the ESM data were
examined for valid responses, 3% ofthe ESM data was
removed due to concems about validity. Rate of missed
reports did not vary by time of day. The final sample
produced a total of 5,822 usable ESM reports.

Procedures and instmments were adapted for this
population of young adolescents. Focus groups and a
small pilot of the ESM were conducted before the pro-
ject to determine levels of understanding and to assist
us in the development of questionnaires as well as the
ESM self-report form. At the beginning of their partici-
pation, we met with the young adolescents in small
groups to train them in the technique of completing
booklets for the ESM and reviewed the meaning of the
words and questions used. At random times within ev-
ery 2-hr block of time, programmed signals cued the
children to complete a brief questionnaire asking about
their feelings, thoughts, activities, location, and com-
panionship at that moment. Variables of interest to this
study were based on activity and companionship
codes. At the end of the ESM week, each child com-
pleted a set of questionnaires in school while separated
from their classmates to ensure privacy. In addition,
parents were asked to complete a short set of question-
naires about the socioeconomic status ofthe family, the
neighborhood, and child and family functioning. Each
child who completed the study was paid or given the
equivalent in gift certificates of $20 in addition to a
newsletter with results from the study.

Measures

Grade and gender. The participants were from
Grades 6, 7, and 8. Gender was coded as boys = 1 and
girls = 2.

Socioeconomic status. Family income was mea-
sured based on the Entwisle and Astone (1994) recom-
mendations of asking for income of all family mem-
bers in addition to asking about child support amounts,
disability and social security benefits, food stamps, and
other sources of income. These amounts were summed
to create a value for total family income.

Risky contexts. Risky contexts were measured
with several variables developed from the ESM data,
from the companionship and activity codes, and a
monitoring question. Percent time with friends was de-

veloped by looking at the percentage of time children
reported friends as companions. The companionship
code was developed as a schema to categorize the
stmctured answers to the question "Who are you
with?" Participants checked from a list of possible
companions, which included family members, friends,
alone, and other possible people in a young adoles-
cent's life such as a teacher or coach. Responses to this
question were coded into 21 inclusive subcategories,
including ones that were composed of mixed and
groups of friends, same gender friend(s), and boy-
friends or girlfriends. The interrater reliability was es-
tablished for this code at .89% agreement. Percent
unmonitored free time was measured by the amount of
time students indicated that no adult was monitoring
them. We assessed monitoring with an innovative ap-
proach by asking students at each ESM report, "Is any-
one keeping track of you?" Responses included no one,
a friend, mother, father, among other possibilities. This
assessment has advantages over traditional one-time
measures of monitoring in that it obtains an index of
immediate, hour-to-hour monitoring that is uncon-
founded by biases of recall. Responses to this question
were aggregated across the many reports for each child
to obtain an index of how often the child was not being
monitored by an adult. In other words, it is the percent-
age of time that the child was being monitored by no
one or by a friend. Percent unstmctured leisure time
was determined by the number of waking hours spent
in unstructured leisure activities. Part of the activity
code, it was based on responses to the question "What
are you doing?" Staff coded answers into 139 mutually
exclusive codes, and interrater agreement was estab-
lished at 83% for this coding. Using past ESM strate-
gies (Csikszentmihalyi & Larson, 1984), these 139
codes were then collapsed into larger categories such
as socializing and playing. The larger categories of so-
cializing (which were based on codes such as talking
with a friend and talking on the phone and playing) and
media use (which were based on codes such as watch-
ing television and playing video games) were included
in this risky context.

Protective contexts. Two variables, one based
on the activity code and the other from the companion-
ship code, were created to assess time spent in protec-
tive contexts. The first was percent stmctured free
time, which was computed from responses to the ques-
tion "What are you doing?" Activities in this category
included all structured homework, extracurricular ac-
tivities, creative activities, and games. The second vari-
able that was viewed as time in a protective context was
percent time with family, which was developed from
the question "Who are you with?" The categories of
mother, father, sibling(s), extended family, or some
combination of these were included in this variable.
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Based on the number of times that a child indicated
being with a certain person or people or in a certain ac-
tivity, we were able to calculate a percentage of time in
that context relative to the other time. Each of the con-
text variables represents the percentage of time that the
child spent in each context relative to the total number
of signals he or she responded to. These variables
could range from 0% to 100% and were normally dis-
tributed. Some overlap exists among these variables; at
a particular time, a child could be both unmonitored
and engaged in an unstmctured activity. Nevertheless,
the correlations indicate that the variables are measur-
ing different constmcts. Time in school was excluded
from these variables. A full discussion of reliability
and validity can be found in Larson (1989). These
ESM variables have been effectively used with many
different young adolescent samples (Larson, 1989;
Larson & Richards, 1991; Larson et al., 2001).

Exposure to violence. Exposure to violence was
measured with an adaptation of the questionnaire
Things I Have Seen and Heard (Richters & Martinez,
1993a). Two scores were derived from this measure:
Victimization was assessed with 10 items (alpha - .73)
that assessed victimization (with three items that fac-
tored into this subscale that addressed witnessing of
the most severe crimes), and experiences of witnessing
were assessed with 7 items (alpha = .75). Respondents
indicated on a scale of 1 (never) to 4 (often) how often
they had experienced an act of violence. A single score
representing tlie mean of the items was computed for
each ofthe subscales. Test-retest reliability for the full
scale has been reported as .81 after 1 week (Richters &
Martinez, 1993a, 1993b).

Delinquency. The latent variable, delinquency,
included child measure and two parent-report sub-
scales. The Self-Report Delinquency scale was used to
assess child's report of delinquent behavior (delinq-
mean). This scale is a 20-item shortened and revised
version of the scale originally developed by Elliott and
colleagues (Elliott, Huizinga, & Ageton, 1985). This
scale contains items typically used in assessing adoles-
cent delinquent behaviors, including substance use,
and it has demonstrated psychometric qualities. Re-
sponses ranged from 1 (not at all true) to 4 (very true
for me), and a mean was computed for the 20 items.
The items included in this scale are appropriate to this
project's sample of young adolescents. The alpha was
.83. The two scales from Achenbach's Child Behavior
Checklist (Achenbach, 1991) were completed by the
parents. Inter-item consistency was measured with an
alpha of .70 for the extemalizing subscale of Delin-
quency and an alpha of .91 for Aggression.

Stress. The Checklist of Child Distress Symp-
toms was used to assess symptoms of PTSD (PTSD

mean; Martinez & Richters, 1993). Developed from
clinical criteria described for PTSD, this 19-item mea-
sure was successfully used with fifth- and sixth-grade
inner-city children living in moderately violent neigh-
borhoods (Martinez & Richters, 1993). The responses
can range from 1 (never) to 5 (most ofthe time). It has
been correlated with exposure to community and home
violence. Our data produced an alpha of .81. In addi-
tion to this child report of stress, we attempted to in-
clude the parent report of child depression and anxiety
from the Child Behavior Checklist (Achenbach, 1991;
alpha - .80) to create a latent measure of stress. When
the child and parent measure did not factor together, it
was decided to drop the parent measure, as children
have been found to more accurately assess their own
distress.

Data Analysis

Risky and protective contexts were examined in one
model.' Although the risky and protective contexts
were inversely correlated, for conceptual reasons they
were examined as separate constmcts. Grade, gender,
and total family income were examined as covariates.
Three ESM measures—percent time spent with
friends, unmonitored time, and unstmctured leisure
time—were indicators of risky context, whereas the
protective context factor was indicated by percent
stmctured free time and percent time with family. Wit-
nessing a violent crime and being victimized were used
as indicators of exposure to violence. Juvenile Delin-
quency Scale scores (delinqmean) and two subscales
of Child Behavior Checklist (Delinquency and Ag-
gression) were used as indicators of delinquency.
Finally, PTSD mean score was the sole indicator of
stress.

Analyses were conducted with LISREL (Version
8.51; Joreskog & Sorbom, 2001). Except where other-
wise indicated, maximum likelihood estimation was
used to derive the model. Although covariance matri-
ces were used as input for all analyses, standardized
parameter estimates are reported throughout this arti-
cle for ease of interpretation.

'Two confirmatory factor analyses were conducted to find the
best measurement model for the five context variables, that is, per-
cent time with friends, percent unmonitored time, percent unstruc-
tured time, percent time with family, and percent structured time.
The model with only one factor (i.e., context) fit the data well, with
X^(5, A' = 167) = 5.50, p = .36, Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI) = .99,
comparative fit index (CEI) = .99; root mean squared error of approx-
imation (RMSEA) = .029; 90% confidence interval of RMSEA =
.00, .11. The two-faetor model (i.e., risky and protective contexts)
also fit the data well, with xH4,N= 167) = 5.10,p = .28, GFI = .99,
CFI = .98; RMSEA = .042; 90% confidence interval of RMSEA =
.00, .13. When the two models were compared, Ax^ = .40, Adf= 1, p
> .05. Therefore, the two measurement models were mathematically
equivalent, and for conceptual reasons, we chose to use the two-fac-
tor model.
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Overall model fit was assessed using several overall
fit indexes: the y}, the likelihood ratio y} (LR/x^), the
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR;
Joreskog & Sorbom, 2001), the CFI (Bentler, 1990),
and the RMSEA (Steiger, 1990). In models that fit
well, LR/x^ values are below 2, the SRMR values are
close to 0, the CFI values are greater than .90, and the
RMSEA values are less than .05.

Results

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Table 1 lists means, standard deviations, and zero-
order correlations for the 14 variables for the 167
young adolescents. The average amounts of time spent
in the three risky contexts are described first. For the
first risky context variable, percent time with friends,
young adolescents reported spending 18.7% of their
time with friends. For percent unmonitored time, we
found that the average child in the study reported being
unmonitored for 25.5% of their time samples; in other
words, for more than one quarter of the time they re-
ported, a parent or other adult was not keeping track of
them. Last, these data indicated substantial time in the
third risky context, unstmctured time. The discretion-
ary activities that comprise unstmctured leisure time,
such as playing, watching TV, and hanging out with
friends, were reported for 23.5% ofthe random signals.
The protective contexts are described next. About
10.1% of the week was spent in stmctured leisure.
Children reported the most time spent with family,
with 36% their week in the companionship of family.

Individual two-way analyses of variance by gender
and grade showed only a few significant results across
all scales, but those that were significant were in the
expected direction. With regard to gender differences.

boys were more likely to have been victims of violence
than girls, F(l, 162) = 27.78,/? < .001; boys M= 1.68,
girls M = 1.29, and they had higher scores than did girls
on the Self-Report Delinquency scale, F(l, 162) =
24.29,/7<.001; boys M= 1.53, girls M= 1.23. With re-
gard to grade differences, those in sixth grade spent
less time in unmonitored situations than did those in
seventh and eighth grades, F(2, 162) - 3.33, p < .038;
sixth graders M = 19.4, seventh graders M = 32.2,
eighth graders M = 29.9; and the sixth graders also
spent more time with family than the other two groups
did, F(2,162) = 4.13, p < .018; sixth graders M = 42.5,
seventh graders M - 32.2, eighth graders M = 32.8.
There were no significant two-way interactions across
any of the variables examined.

The Structurai Model for Risky
and Protective Contexts

This model examined whether risky and protective
contexts were associated with exposure to violence and
whether exposure to violence led to juvenile delin-
quency and stress. As shown in Figure 1, risky context
was positively associated with exposure to violence,
with a standardized parameter coefficient of .53, p <
.05. Thus, the more time the young adolescents spent
with peers, unmonitored, engaged in unstmctured ac-
tivities, or in any combination of these situations, the
more they reported exposure to violence. In contrast,
protective context was negatively associated with ex-
posure to violence, with a standardized parameter co-
efficient of-.39, p < .05. More time with family and in
stmctured activity was related to less exposure to vio-
lence. Exposure to violence was positively related to
delinquency; standardized parameter coefficient - .89,
p < .01. In addition, exposure to violence had a direct
positive effect on stress; standardized parameter coef-
ficient = .49, p < .01. In both cases, more exposure to

Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, and Zero-Order Correlations for Indicators (N = 167)

Indicator

1. Friends
2. Unmonitored
3. Unstructured
4. Family
5. Structured
6. Witnessing
7. Victim
8. Delinqmean
9. Delinquency

10. Aggression
U.PTSDMean
12. Sex
13. Grade
14. Income
M
SD

1

.30

.12
-.36
-.05

.14

.16

.12
-.03
-.07

.24

.00

.11
-.03

18.7
16.4

2

—
.10

-.33
-.10

.23

.20

.23

.07

.05

.17

.08

.17

.10
25.5
24.6

3

—
-.22
-.19

.19

.10

.21

.26

.09

.10

.06

.16

.04
23.5
13.4

4

—
.19

-.12
-.15
-.17
-.08

.04
-.15

.00
-.19
-.02

36.0
21.5

5

—
-.20
-.32
-.28
-.22
-.10
-.12

.09
-.07

.04
lO.l
6.7

6

—
.48
.40
.23
.18
.36

-.14
.15

-.13
2.6

.8

7

—
.57
.30
.26
.35

-.37
.08

-.12
1.5
.5

8

—
.38
.23
.30

-.34
.13

-.11
1.4
.4

9

—
.65
.22

-.26
-.02
-.15
2.3
2.2

10

—
.12

-.19
-.03
-.08
8.4
5.9

11

—
-.11
-.05
-.15
2.6

.6

12

—
.02
.15

1.5
.5

13

—
.13

7.0
.8

14

—
25,816.7
18,995.3

Note: A dash (—) indicates the diagonal. Gender was coded as boys = 1 and giris = 2. PTSD = posttraumatic stress disorder.
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Figure 1. Parameter estimates from the structural model for risky and protective contexts. Grades 6,7,8 (iV = 167). Ellipses indicate la-
tent variables, and boxes indicate observed indicators. Anchored single-headed arrows represent causal pathways, and unanchored ar-
rows represent error variance. All parameters are completely standardized estimates from the trimmed solution, significant atp < .05 or
better.

violence was related to more emotional and behavioral
difficulties. Grade was positively correlated with risky
context; standiirdized parameter coefficient = .27, p <
.05, adolescents in higher grades were more likely to
be in risky contexts. Gender was significantly related
to exposure to violence; standardized parameter coeffi-
cient = -.43, p < .01. Girls were less exposed to vio-
lence. The model fit well, with LR/x^ = 1-49, GFI =
.93, CFI = .95, SRMR = .080, and RMSEA = .050.

Model Fit Statistics: ^^(60, A' = 167) = 89.57, p =
.008; LR/x2 = 1.49; GFI = .93; CFI = .95; SRMR =
.080; RMSEA = .050; 90% confidence interval of
RMSEA = .021, .073.

Mediating effects witli risky contexts. We pre-
dicted that exposure to violence would act as a media-
tor of the relation between risky context and either de-
linquency or stress. First, to satisfy the Baron and
Kenny (1986) criteria for mediated effects, the direct
effect of risky context factor on the delinquency factor
was tested. A separate stmctural model was tested in
which risky context was the only independent factor
variable (indicated by the variables time with friends,
unmonitored free time, and unstmctured free time),
and delinquency was the only dependent factor vari-
able (indicated by delinqmean, delinquency, and ag-
gression). The model fit well. The risky context had a
significant direct effect on delinquency, with a stan-
dardized path coefficient of .42, p< .01.

As illustrated in Figure 1, the model contained sig-
nificant paths from risky context to violence, and from
violence to delinquency and stress, although there
were no significant direct paths from the risky context
to either delinquency or stress. The LISREL output in-
dicated that the indirect effect of risky context on delin-
quency was significant, Z = 2.50, p < .05. Therefore,
the effect of risky context on delinquency was partially
mediated by exposure to violence.

Next the indirect effect of risky context on stress
was examined. First, the direct effect of risky context
on stress was established. A separate stmctural model
was tested in which risky context was the only exoge-
nous variable (indicated by time with friends, unmon-
itored free time, and unstmctured free time), and stress
was the only endogenous variable (indicated by PTSD
mean). The model also fit well. Risky context had a
significant direct effect on stress, with a standardized
path coefficient of .42, p < .01.

With a significant direct effect, the mediation could
be examined. LISREL output indicated that the indi-
rect effect of risky context on stress was significant, Z=
2.33, p < .05. Thus, the effect of risky context on stress
was also partially mediated by exposure to violence.

Mediating effects witli protective contexts. We
also hypothesized that exposure to violence would act
as a mediator of the relation between protective con-
texts and either delinquency or stress. First, to examine
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the direct effect of protective context on delinquency, a
separate stmctural model was tested in which protec-
tive context was the only exogenous variable (indi-
cated by time with family and stmctured free time),
and delinquency was the only endogenous variable (in-
dicated by delinqmean, delinquency, and aggression).
The model fit well. The protective context had a signif-
icant direct effect on delinquency, with a standardized
path coefficient oi-.56,p < .01.

As illustrated in Figure 1, the model contained sig-
nificant paths from protective contexts to violence, and
from violence to delinquency and stress, although
there were no significant direct paths from the protec-
tive context to either delinquency or stress. The indi-
rect effect of protective context on delinquency was
significant, Z = -2.11, /? < .05. Therefore, the effect of
protective context on delinquency was partially medi-
ated by exposure to violence.

Finally, the mediation of protective context to stress
was examined with exposure to violence. The direct ef-
fect of protective context on stress was established
with a separate stmctural model in which protective
context was the only exogenous variable (indicated by
time with family and stmctured free time), and stress
was the only endogenous variable (indicated by PTSD
mean). The model also fit well. The protective context
had a significant direct effect on stress, with a stan-
dardized path coefficient of-.34, p<.05. LISREL out-
put indicated that the indirect effect of protective con-
text on stress was significant, Z = -2.01, p < .05. Thus,
the effect of protective context on stress was also par-
tially mediated by exposure to violence.

Discussion

Our ESM data set supported our hypothesized mod-
el that predicted time in risky contexts would be associ-
ated with more exposure to violence and more time in
protective contexts would be related to less exposure to
violence. Exposure to violence was associated with
greater delinquent behaviors and greater distress. The
data supported a mediational model in which exposure
to violence mediated the relation between time in the
two different contexts and the outcome variables of de-
linquency and distress.

Very little research has addressed the factors that
may be associated with exposure to violence. In one re-
cent study, an interaction between family functioning
and neighborhood type accounted for increased expo-
sure to violence in 13- to 17-year-old inner-city Afri-
can American and Hispanic boys (Sheidow, Gorman-
Smith, Tolan, & Henry, 2001), but more typically,
research has focused on demographic factors such as
parental income, education, and marital status (Rich-
ters & Martinez, 1993a) and risk factors such as total
life stress, family mobility, and school and behavioral

problems (Weist et al., 2001). No study to date has
examined the association between how young adoles-
cents spend time and exposure, as well as the larger
model that addresses the relation of these variables to
delinquent behaviors and distress.

Our results are consistent with past research that
shows unmonitored time, unstmctured time, and time
with peers to be related to greater problem behaviors
(e.g., Pettit et al., 1999). Pettit and colleagues found
that the greatest risk for problem behaviors was for
those young adolescents who were unsupervised, liv-
ing in low-monitoring homes and comparatively un-
safe neighborhoods. Osgood and colleagues (1996)
wrote that "situations conducive to deviance are espe-
cially prevalent during unstructured socializing with
peers in the absence of authority figures" (p. 651).
Their longitudinal study of older adolescents showed
that the presence of peers rendered deviant acts more
rewarding and thus easier to commit, the absence of
authority figures diminished social control, and lack of
stmcture left time for deviance. This study provides
further evidence for the relation of this particular set of
risks and behavioral difficulties with younger urban
African American adolescents. In addition, this study
suggests that time in these contexts may create risk for
both victimization and witnessing of violence. Expo-
sure to violence appears to partially mediate the rela-
tions between risky time and deviance, suggesting that
exposure may be a mechanism by which these well-es-
tablished risky contexts affect deviance among urban
African American young adolescents. The time-sam-
pling technique employed here presents the daily expe-
rience of time as the urban youth are experiencing it,
thus enhancing the ecological validity of the data.

Time in the three risky contexts consumed many
hours of the average week of our urban sample. On av-
erage, the mostly 11- through 13-year-olds were on
their own for almost 4 hr a day, were in unstmctured
activities for about 3V2 hr a day, and with peers for 2'/2
hr a day. In a qualitative investigation to identify the
perceptions of risk factors for violence, inner-city Afri-
can American youth voiced the desire for schools and
churches to be more active in providing kids with
"something to do" so they would experience less un-
stmctured time (Reese, Vera, Thompson, & Reyes,
2001). For urban young adolescents, living in danger-
ous neighborhoods may render this unstmctured lei-
sure time much riskier than for young adolescents re-
siding in suburban communities where crime, gang,
and dmg activity are less prevalent. Walking down the
street with friends can become a context for victimiza-
tion or witnessing of violence when the street is part
of disputed territory for two or more gangs. Large
amounts of time with peers, especially unsupervised
time, have been found to relate to more delinquency
and other problem behaviors (Osgood et al., 1996;
Pettit et al., 1999). Again, exposure to violence may
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constitute one of the mechanisms by which greater
time with peers translates into enhanced behavioral
problems. The youth in the Reese et al. (2001) study
discussed the peer pressure to appear "manly" by
maintaining an attitude of confrontation and aggres-
sion, as well as the pressure to affiliate with gangs.

In contrast, time with family and time in stmctured
activities was associated with less exposure to violence
as well as fewer behavioral problems and symptoms of
distress. Even less is known about the relation of these
protective contexts and exposure and behavioral and
emotional difficulties, although participation in stmc-
tured activities has been correlated with less delin-
quency (e.g., Agnew & Peterson, 1989). Mahoney
(2000) found after-school participation was associated
longitudinally with reduced rates of early dropout and
criminal arrest among boys and girls. As opposed to
the notion that effective youth activity reduces the
chances of engaging in "bad" endeavors, Mahoney and
others have ai-gued that engagement in stmctured skill
development may be an important component. The
young adolescents spent the least time in stmctured ac-
tivities with an average of less than 1V2 hr a day outside
of school time. Limited community resources in poor
neighborhoods, including a lack of supervised recre-
ational facilities and after-school programs to occupy
youth time, may increase the likelihood of exposure to
violence (Levine & Rosin, 1996). Given the dearth of
safe places for them to be, the inner-city youth, partici-
pating in the qualitative study by Reese, Vera, Simon,
and Ikeda (2001), expressed the desire for schools to
remain open after the school day to allow for social and
recreational activities. Although youth indicated the
need for more protected spaces, our findings provide
the first quantitative examination of a relation between
stmctured time and violence exposure. Along with
stmctured activity, time with family was found to relate
to less exposure. Reese and colleagues (2000) argued
strongly for more attention to the role of the family
in violence-prevention programming. The results pre-
sented here suggest that we need to examine the effects
longitudinally of family time on violence exposure
to ascertain whether time with family might limit
exposure.

Time spent with families appears to be just over 5 hr
a day on average. Both the importance placed on the
larger extended family and the stringent monitoring
and control by parents (Jarrett, 1999), in response to
the dangers of the neighborhood, may contribute to the
large amounts of time spent with family for certain
young adolescents. Chaperonage, the accompanying
of children on their daily activities by a parent, sibling,
or relative, is one of the strategies used by inner-city
parents to protect their children. Our findings and past
research suggest that time spent with family may pro-
tect urban young adolescents from exposure to vio-
lence and thus may reduce their likelihood of engaging

in problem behaviors or suffering from the stress as-
sociated with violence. If time with family does
contribute to reduced exposure, research needs to ad-
dress how to support families in finding more family
fime when parents are already extremely stressed
(Reese et al., 2000). Finally, the mediational role of ex-
posure to violence suggests that exposure may function
as a mechanism between the resources of these two
protective contexts and distress as well as behavioral
problems.

Although provocative, these findings have a number
of limitations. First, we cannot address the myriad
causes of, and solutions to, community violence. The
multifaceted problem of violence needs to be under-
stood at many levels. Second, it is the children's expe-
rience we have addressed here, with all of its limita-
tions. Although we had parent reports for several
variables, we were limited to the young adolescents'
reports for our measures of exposure to violence and
time in different contexts. Third, although our mea-
sures of time use probably capture the adolescent expe-
rience better than most paper-and-pencil question-
naires do, it remains unclear how well they captured
the constmcts of interest here. Fourth, our data come
from poor to working- or middle-class young adoles-
cents attending all-black schools in a large urban area.
Our findings may not be generalizable to other urban
populations of different ages or to adolescent suburban
or mral populations. Fifth, perhaps more important, al-
though these results suggest that relations may exist
among time in risky contexts, exposure to violence,
and behavioral and psychological problems, the data
presented here cannot establish the direction of causal-
ity. It is possible, for example, that higher levels of ex-
posure to violence, delinquency, or distress may lead
an adolescent to spend more time in risky contexts and
less time in protective contexts, or that unmeasured
third-variable explanations could provide a better ac-
count of these results. The violence measure of lifetime
exposure further limits the interpretation. Future anal-
yses in which longitudinal data collection strategies are
incorporated will help to address some of these limita-
tions. Furthermore, a selection bias may have affected
our results. Although representative in many respects,
our participants indicated that they may have come
from somewhat higher socioeconomic-status families
than those who did not participate. In addition, the de-
mands ofthe ESM may have selected out students who
were very low functioning, leaving a sample of some-
what higher functioning students than might be found
in the population of young adolescents living in the
sampled communities.

Although this research suggests possible variables
to examine as potential risk and protective contexts for
violence exposure, examining contexts with more
specificity may lead to particular approaches for inter-
vention and prevention. For example, more detailed
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questions on the ESM form could allow the determina-
tion of the gender, age, and grouping of the peers that
place someone at greater or lesser risk for exposure.
Combining peer time and types of peer pressures expe-
rienced by a young adolescent might enhance our un-
derstanding of the processes that might lead to more or
less violence exposure.

In conclusion, although qualified by these limita-
tions, the contributions consist of a first look at how
young adolescents spend time that is associated with
violence exposure with the use of an ecologically valid
time-sampling method. The focus on an African Amer-
ican community sample adds to the strength of the
work. The study provides the groundwork for a more
complete understanding of risks for, and protecdon
from, exposure to violence.
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